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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

1 . The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

2. Claims 10, 11 and 14-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Nagano 6,531 .994 B1 . 

1 . In regard to claim 10, Nagano discloses in his "method of driving AC-type plasma 
display panel and plasma display device " (title), a method of driving a PDP (Plasma 
Display Panel), comprising: applying a first scan pulse to scan electrodes, wherein each 
of the scan electrodes are numbered from 1 to N, and wherein the first scan pulse is 
applied to the scan electrodes in ascending number order from 1 to N; and applying a 
second scan pulse to the scan electrodes in descending number order from N to 1 . See 
column 13, lines 5-9, disclosing, "in the writing period ADP of the first half of the sub- 
field,... the odd-numbered scanning lines S.sub.2n-1 are selected in descending 
order... up to the scanning line S.sub.1". Further see column 13, lines 19-28, disclosing, 
"After the end of the driving sequence in the first half of the sub-field, the driving 
sequence in the latter half of the sub-field is performed... the even-number scanning 
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lines S are selected in ascending order, i.e.. in the order of the scanning line S.sub.2, 
the scanning line S.sub.4,...and the scanning line S.sub.2N." 

Nagano further that the first scan pulse is applied to scan electrodes in 
ascending number order from 1 to N/2 and from N/2 to N and the second scan pulse is 
applied in descending number order from N to N/2 and fronn N/2 to 1 . Applying the first 
scan pulse in ascending number order from 1 to N inherently entails applying the first 
scan pulse from 1 to N/2 and from N/2 to N, since N/2 is midway between 1 and N. 
Also, applying the second scan pulse from N to 1 inherently entails applying the second 
scan pulse in descending number order from N to N/2 and from N/2 to 1 , since N/2 is 
midway between N and 1 . 

2. In regard to claim 1 1 , Nagano discloses that the charged particles generated by 
the first and second scan pulses are opposed to each other. Nagano discloses this 
problem of excess charged particles, calling it "unnecessary charge", in column 16, lines 
39-48. Nagano further discloses in column 18, lines 59-62, that voltages in the odd and 
even writing periods (Scan pulse is applied during the writing period; See rejection of 
claim 1 .) "are reverse in polarity to each other when the writing discharge is generated." 
This opposition of charged particles inherently reducies the amount of excess charged 
particles residually. 

3. In regard to claims 14 and 15, Nagano discloses that the first scan pulse 
comprises multiple odd-numbered pulses and the second scan pulse comprises multiple 
even-numbered pulses. See column 13, lines 13-18, disclosing that the sustain period 
is executed on the scan lines to generate the sustain discharge. "Specifically, the 
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sustain pulse is alternately applied between the sustain discharge electrodes X and Y or 
an AC pulse is applied to the sustain discharge electrodes X and Y." While it does not 
specifically disclose odd- or even-numbered pulses, it is understood that the multiple 
pulses, as described, can be seen as a series of one pulses or a series of two pulses 
and will thus read on the claim language of "comprising". 

4. In regard to claims 16 and 17, Nagano discloses that the first scan pulses occur 
in odd numbered sub-fields and the second scan pulses occur in even numbered sub- 
fields of a fields. See rejection of claim 10, in which Nagano discloses sub-fields. It is 
understood that if the sub-fields are numbered 1 to n, that the first scan pulse would 
occur in sub-field number one, one being an odd number, and the second scan pulse 
would occur in sub-field number two, two being an even number. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
Invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was nnade. 

6. Claim 19 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Nagano 
6,531 ,994 B1 in view of Ide et al. 2001/0026254 A1 . 

7. In regard to claim 19, Nagano discloses in his "method of driving AC-type plasma 
display panel and plasma display device " (title), a method of driving a PDP (Plasma 
Display Panel), comprising: applying a first scan pulse to scan electrodes, wherein each 
of the scan electrodes are numbered from 1 to N, and wherein the first scan pulse is 
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applied to the scan electrodes in ascending number order from 1 to N; and applying a 
second scan pulse to the scan electrodes in descending number order from N to 1 . See 
column 13, lines 5-9, disclosing, "in the writing period ADP of the first half of the sub- 
field, ...the odd-numbered scanning lines S.sub.2n-1 are selected in descending 
order... up to the scanning line S.sub.1". Further see column 13, lines 19-28, disclosing, 
"After the end of the driving sequence in the first half of the sub-field, the driving 
sequence in the latter half of the sub-field is performed... the even-number scanning 
lines S are selected in ascending order, i.e., in the order of the scanning line S.sub.2, 
the scanning line S.sub.4,...and the scanning line S.sub.2N." 

Nagano does not disclose that the first scan pulse is applied to scan electrodes 
from 1 to N/2 and from N to N/2 and the second scan pulse is applied from N/2 to 1 and 
from N/2 to N. 

Ide et al. discloses a driving method for a plasma display panel in which (see 
page 1, paragraph [0009]), "Scan-driver circuits 609a and 609b each control n/2 of 
outputs from the scan driver circuit 602 to the scan electrodes 601-1 to 601 -n." This is 
depicted in figure 1. Ide further teaches in paragraph [0005] that "FIG. 1 is a circuit 
diagram showing a configuration of a conventional plasma display panel." 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine the inventions of Nagano, in which the scan pulse can 
be applied from 1 to N or from N to 1 , and Ide, in which the scan pulse can be applied to 
a group of N/2 scan electrodes, thus having an invention in which the first scan pulse is 
applied to scan electrodes from 1 to N/2 and from N/2 to N and the second scan pulse 
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is applied from N/2 to 1 and from N to N/2 or in whicli the first scan pulse is applied to 
scan electrodes from 1 to N/2 and from N to N/2 and the second scan pulse is applied 
from N/2 to 1 and from N/2 to N. Note that with such a combination the first N/2 scan 
electrodes (1 to N/2) of Ide would be driven first from 1 to N/2 and second from N/2 to 
N, while the second N/2 scan electrodes {N/2 to N) would be driven first from N/2 to N 
and second from N to N/2. One would have been motivated to combine the inventions 
since both are methods of driving a plasma display panel and further both are methods 
of driving the scan electrodes 1 to N and since Ide teaches that such a configuration of 
scan-driver circuits is conventional. 

8. Claim 12 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Nagano 
6,531,994 B1 in view of the Journal of Applied Physics article, "Global breakdown in an 
alternating current plasma display panel" by Ikeda et al. 

In regard to claim 12, Nagano discloses an invention similar to that which is 
disclosed in claim 12. See 102 rejection of claim 11 for similarities. Nagano does not 
disclose that the reduction of excess charged particles prevents abnormal discharge or 
dielectric breakdown. 

Ikeda discloses that "undesirable discharge is referred to as global breakdown". 
Ikeda further discloses that "Global breakdown was accompanied by charge 
separation... caused by electron transport... The electron transport formed a negative 
wall charge... When the wall voltage exceeded the insulation voltage of the protective 
layer, global breakdown occurred." Thus, Ikeda teaches that global (dielectric) 
breakdown occurs as a result of excess charged particles. 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine the invention of Nagano with the teaching of Ikeda, thus 
having the reduction of excess charged particles prevent dielectric breakdown. One 
would have been motivated to make such a change based on the teaching of Ikeda that 
excess charged particles cause dielectric breakdown. 

9. Claims 13 and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Nagano 6.531 ,994 B1 in view of Alymov et al. 6,587,084 B1 . 

10. In regard to claim 13, Nagano discloses an invention similar to that which is 
disclosed in claim 13 of the immediate invention. See rejection of clainn 10 for 
similarities. Nagano does not disclose that N, the number of scan electrodes, is 480. 
Nagano is silent on the point, 

Alymov discloses an invention in which the number of scan electrodes is 480 in 
column 6, lines 50-51. "in accordance with the embodiment of the present invention, in 
case of S=480". Alymov further teaches a common and conventional format having 480 
scan lines in column 1, line 53, "In NTSC system having 480 scan lines". 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the invention of Nagano by having 480 scan electrodes, 
as in the invention of Alymov. One would have been motivated to make such a change 
in order to display the picture in an NTSC system, as taught by Alymov. Also, it is 
common and conventional in plasma displays to have 480 scan lines, as an NTSC 
system is a common class of display. Further, the number of scan lines, or electrodes, 
is a matter of routine design choice. 
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11. In regard to claim 20. Nagano discloses an invention similar to that which is 
disclosed in claim 20. See rejection of claim 10 for similarities. Nagano does not 
disclose that applying the first scan pulse to the scan electrodes from 1 to N occurs in 
16.67 msec. Nagano is silent on the point. 

Alymov et al. discloses in column 1 , lines 50-53, "For example, in order to 
prevent users from feeling flickers on the screen, the time for controlling illumination of 
one frame should be limited about 1/60 sec or less, namely 16.67 ms." 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the invention of Nagano by applying the scan pulse to the 
scan electrodes from 1 to N in 16.67 msec, as in the invention of Alymov et al. One 
would have been motivated to make such a change based on the teaching of Alymov et 
al. that such a time of illumination of one frame will prevent users from feeling flickers on 
the screen. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

12. Claims 1-9 are allowed. 

Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant's remarks regarding the 35 USC 1 12, first paragraph, rejection of 
claims 1-20 are persuasive. The 35 USC 112, first paragraph, rejection of Paper Nos. 3 
and 5 is withdrawn. 

2. Applicant's arguments filed 25 May 2004 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 
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3. Applicant's remarks regarding the previous rejection of claims 18 and 19 are not 
persuasive. In response to applicant's argument that there is no suggestion to combine 
the references, the examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be established by 
combining or modifying the teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed invention 
where there is some teaching, suggestion, or motivation to do so found either in the 
references themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in 
the art. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988)and In re 
Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 1992). In this case, as stated on 
page 12 in the applicant's remarks of Paper No. 6, the examiner finds ia motivation to 
combine the features of Nagano and Ide since both references relate to methods of 
driving a plasma display panel and further that both references relate to methods of 
driving scan electrodes 1 to N. 

Further, the test for obviousness is not whether the features of a secondary 
reference may be bodily incorporated into the structure of the primary reference; nor is it 
that the claimed invention must be expressly suggested in any one or all of the 
references. Rather, the test is what the combined teachings of the references would 
have suggested to those of ordinary skill in the art. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 
USPQ871 (CCPA1981). 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Laurel E LeFlore whose telephone number is (703) 305- 
8627. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday 8-4:30. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Bipin Shalwala can be reached on (703) 305-4938. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status infomiation for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



LEL 

12 October 2004 
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